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INTERCHANGE OF LANDS 


TUESDAY, JUNE 26, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Forestry SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 11:45 a. m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. George M. Grant (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Grant. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This is a hearing on S. 2572, which has passed the Senate, and on 
H. R. 11895, a bill which Mr. Teague, of California, has introduced, 
to authorize the interchange of lands between the Department of 
Agriculture and military departments of the Department of Defense. 

The bills will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The bills, S. 2572 and H. R. 11895, are as follows:) 


[H. R. 11895, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the interchange of lands between the De ment of Agriculture and military depart- 
ments of the Department of Defense, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture with respect to 
national forest lands and the Secretary of a military department with respect to 
lands under the control of the military department which lie within or adjacent 
to the exterior boundaries of a national forest are authorized, subject to any 
applicable provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended, to interchange such lands, or any part thereof, without 
reimbursement or transfer of funds whenever they shall determine that such 
interchange will facilitate land management and will provide maximum use 
thereof for authorized purposes: Provided, That no such interchange of land shall 
become effective until forty-five days, counting only days occurring during any 
regular or special session of the Congress, after submission to the Congress by 
the respective Secretaries of notice of intention to make the interchange. 

Sec. 2. Any national forest lands which are transferred to a military depart- 
ment in accordance with this Act shall be thereafter subject only to the laws 
applicable to other lands within the military installation or other public works 
project for which such lands are required and any lands which are transferred 
to the Department of Agriculture in accordance with this Act shall become 
subject to the laws applicable to lands acquired under the Act of March 1, 1911 
(36 Stat. 961), as amended. 


[S. 2572, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To authorize the interchange of lands between the Department of Agriculture and military 
departments of the Department of Defense, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture with respect to 
national forest lands and the Secretary of a military department with respect to 
lands under the control of the military department which lie within or adjacent 
to the exterior boundaries of a national forest are authorized, subject to any 
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applicable provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended, to interchange such lands, or any part thereof, without reim- 
bursement or transfer of funds whenever they shall determine that such inter- 
change will facilitate land management and will provide maximum use thereof 
for authorized purposes: Provided, That no such interchange of lands shall become 
effective until forty-five days (counting only days occurring during any regular or 
special session of the Congress) after the submission to the _ Ned by the respec- 
tive Secretaries of notice of intention to make the interchange. 

Sec. 2. Any national forest lands which are transferred to a military department 
in accordance with this Act shall be thereafter subject only to the laws applicable 
to other lands within the military installation or other public-works — for 
which such lands are required and any lands which are transferred to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in accordance with this Act shall become subject to the laws 
applicable to lands acquired under the Act of March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. 961), as 
amended. 

Passed the Senate June 19, 1956. 

Attest: 

Frevton M. Jounston, Secretary. 

Mr. Grant. We have as a witness from the Department Mr. 
Edward Crafts, Assistant Chief of the Forest Service. 

Mr. Crafts, we are certainly glad to hear from you at this time 
as to any comment you might make on this bill. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. CRAFTS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Crarts. Thank you, Mr. Grant. 

I have no prepared statement on this bill. This bill, in slightly 
different form than you now have it, was on July 13, 1955, trans- 
mitted to the Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate 
as an administration measure. It was never introduced in the House 
at that time but was introduced in the Senate by Senator Ellender, 
and in due course the Senate committee reported the bill favorably. 
It was amended on the Senate floor in a way that I will describe in a 
moment, and passed. The bill which Mr. Teague introduced on 
June 21 of this year is identical to the bill as passed by the Senate. 
It includes the amendment that was put in on the Senate floor. 

What this bill does is to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Secretary of the military departments concerned, when they 
mutually agree, to exchange national-forest lands for military lands 
within or adjacent to national-forest boundaries. There is no transfer 
of funds involved, there is no change in Federal acreage involved. 
It is an interchange of jurisdiction over Federal lands. 

There are a number of specific cases where this interchange is de- 
sirable, and there is not available at the present time legislative au- 
thority to make these interchanges. The Department’s report, sub- 
mitting the bill a year ago, is available in the Senate committee report 
and it cites three specific examples of where authority of this sort is 
needed and would be applied. 

One is in connection with the Los Padres National Forest in Cali- 
fornia and the Hunter Liggett Military Reservation where, under the 
present situation, the Army is using some 30 or 40 thousand acres of 
national-forest land for a shooting range and it is thus closed and not 
open to the public. On the other hand, the Army is not using some 
of the military reservation lands along the Pacific coast. 

This bill, if enacted, would enable the Secretary of Agriculture to 
transfer to the Army about 39,000 acres of national-forest land and 
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the Secretary of the Army could transfer to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, about 30,000 acres of lands along the Pacific coast that are now 
in the military reservation. These would become national forest 
lands and they are suitable for recreational use. 

We have another situation down on the Ouachita National Forest in 
Arkansas in connection with the Blakely Mountain Reservoir where 
the reservoir was constructed by the Corps of Engineers under their 
flood-control authority. They acquired substantial acreages of pri- 
vate land prior to construction of the reservoir. 

We now have an intermingled ownership pattern, which I could 
show you on a map which I have here, of national-forest lands and the 
Corps of Engineers lands all mixed up. 

The proposal is to solidify through exchange and give the military 
department all of the Federal lands immediately around the reservoir. 
The national-forest lands would be solidified in back of a line of 
demarcation between the two. 

We have essentially a similar situation in connection with the Clark 
Hill Reservoir project within the Sumter National Forest in South 
Carolina. There are others that come up periodically. 

The bill, when it came up on the Senate floor, was first objected to 
on the grounds that it would give too broad an authority to the 
Secretaries of the two departments, and it might be possible to defeat 
the intent of Congress by transferring some national-forest lands to 
military reservations and vice versa. 

Therefore, an amendment was proposed on the Senate floor to the 
effect that any proposed interchanges by the Secretaries would have 
to be submitted to the Congress and be before the Congress for 45 
days before they could become effective. This would give the Con- 
gress the final say on any proposed exchanges. 

With that amendment, the Senate passed the bill. 

I think that is essentially it, Mr. Grant. If this more general 
legislation is not enacted, the alternative to that is to come before the 
committee with special bills on each one of these particular situations 
as they arise. 

Mr. Grant. Well, in brief, when the Department of Agriculture 
controls land in national forests which is more valuable for national 
defense, that it can be turned over to the Department of Defertse, and 
where, for instance, the Department of Defense has flooded acres or. 
reservoirs and something else could be used by the Department of 
Agriculture, it is turned over? 

Mr. Crarts. That is what we would like to do, just an interchange. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr, Chairman, I have a personal observation. I 

rsonally am glad to see the reservation that was placed in the 

nate bill in the form of an amendment. I am not too sure of the 
background of this problem. ‘ 

I have an idea that, scattered throughout the United States, there 
is a tremendous amount of acreage that was taken over by the Defense 
Establishment prior to World War II. 

I know in my own district that is true. The owners of that prop- 
erty, some of them were very glad to get the money that the Govern- 
ment paid them, but they are now desirous of getting that land back. 
There were others who contributed the land purely from the stand- 
point of public interest and made a real sacrifice, 

I, for one, think that the time ought to come before too long when 
Congress should establish a policy about these lands. I cannot fore- 
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see a time when the military will ever have any reason for needing 
them. Those lands would be in an entirely different category from 
our forest lands. 

I know in my own particular district there would be probably 2 or 
3 areas rather close to the national forests that the military might not 
ever need, and if they do not need them, I would like to see the private 
owners given some consideration. 

I understand that the position now of the Government is that they 
offer those lands for public bid. Be that as it may, with this reserva- 
tion, I can see that we would have some control over each individual 
transfer. 

Mr. Crarts. I think Congress would have complete control of any 
interchange under the Senate amendment. I think I understand 
what you are talking about, Mr. Matthews, and I think these are 
situations that are somewhat different from those you describe. 

For example, here is one on this map that may be hard for you to 
see. It is the one in Arkansas. These yellow lands are those that 
were acquired by the Corps of Engineers preparatory to building the 
reserwoir. A great deal of what is shown in yellow here is now flooded. 
The green lands are the national-forest lands and you can see how 
they are all mixed up. Most of what is yellow is under water and will 
be permanently flooded. But above the flow line, there are these 
intermixed situations, like here and here. 

The idea is to run a line around the reservoir and get rid of the 
yellow land above that line by turning that land over to the national 
forest and get rid of the national-forest lands below the yellow line. 

Mr. Marruews. I see. 


Mr. Grant. Thank you very much, sir. 
At this age we will place in the record the report from the Depart- 


ment on this bill. 
(The report referred to follows:) 


(8. Rept. No. 2152, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 2572) to authorize the interchange of lands between the Department of Agri- 
culture and military departments of the Department of Defense, and for other 
purposes, having considered the same, report thereon with a recommendation 
that it Go pass without amendment. 

. _ This bill, which was requested by the Department of Agriculture, authorizes 
the interchange of national forest lands with military department lands within or 
adjacent to national forests. 


DEPARTMENTAL VIEWS 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., July 13, 1955. 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 


United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. Prestpent: Enclosed herewith for the consideration of the Con- 
ra is a suggested draft of a bill to authorize the interchange of lands between the 

epartment of Agriculture and military departments of the Department. of 
Defense, and for other purposes, 

The proposed bill would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secre- 
tary of a military department of the Department of Defense, when mutually 
agreed upon and when in the public interest, to exchange lands or interests in lands 
under the administration of their respective departments. Lands received in, 
exchange by the Secretary of Agriculture would become national forest lands 
subject to the laws applicable to lands acquired under the act of March 1, 1911 





INTERCHANGE OF LANDS 5 


(36 Stat. 961), as amended. Lands received in exchange by a military department 
would thereafter be subject only to the laws applicable to other lands within the 
military installation or other public works project for which the lands are required. 

At present, authority for the interchange of lands between these Departments 
is entirely inadequate. The Department of Defense in its flood control, reservoir 
construction, and military activities sometimes administers land partly or wholly 
within national forest boundaries, and often intermingled with land of national 
forest status. Occasionally such land is no longer needed by the Defense Depart- 
ment and it may be administered more efficiently and economically by transfer 
to national forest status and Department of Agriculture administration. On the 
other hand, the Department of Agriculture in its national forests sometimes 
controls land which is more valuable for national defense activities. 

Authority to exchange or transfer federally owned land administered by these 
two Departments will provide improved service to the public through facilitating 
increased efficiency of administration and protection, and eliminating or decreasing 
undesirable duplication and intermingling of jurisdiction. Three cases, illustrating 
where the proposed authority is needed, are now pending and may be set forth 
in brief as follows: 

1. Clark Hill Reservoir project within the Sumter National Forest, 8. C. 
Transfer to Defense 1,758 acres of national forest land flooded by a newly created 
Army reservoir. Transfer to Agriculture 2,039 acres of land, which is intermingled 
with national forest land, most valuable for national forest purposes and which 
can be administered more economically by the Department of Agriculture. 

2. Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation, Los Padres National Forest, Calif. 
Transfer to the Army 39,000 acres of national forest land needed by the Army for 
military purposes as part of the Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation. Transfer 
to Agriculture about 30,000 acres of Hunter-Liggett land within or adjacent to 
the Los Padres National Forest and most valuable for national forest purposes. 

3. Blakely Mountain Reservoir, within the Ouachita National Forest, Ark. 
Lands acquired by the Department of Defense and the Department of Agriculture 
within this area are now badly intermingled. A boundary line around the reservoir 
satisfactory to both Departments has been discussed and could be agreed upon. 
On one side of this line all national forest land would be transferred to Defense 
for use by the Army in connection with its reservoir operation. On the other 
side, all Defense Department land would be transferred to national forest status 
and administered by Agriculture. 

The draft bill would provide authorization only and its application would be 
dependent on concurrence by the Secretaries of Agriculture and of the military 
department concerned. Activation of the legislation would not increase the 
federally owned acreage, but would merely transfer jurisdiction between Federal 
departments when such action would provide increased economy and efficiency 
of administration. 

The proposed legislation has been discussed with the Department of Defense 
and it is believed would be supported by that Department. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of the proposed legislation to the Congress for its consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


Mr. Grant. Congressman Teague? 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Traaue. I am Charles Teague, representing the 13th Con- 
gressional District of California. 

I can add very little to the excellent statement that Mr. Crafts 
has made. He has explained the bill. I have been unable to ascer- 
tain any objection to the legislation. 

As you gentlemen know, it has been passed by the Senate. J 
~ the qualification or amendment the Senate inserted was desir- 
able. 

I am particularly interested, insofar as this legislation would apply 
to my area in California. We have in my district hundreds of 
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thousands of acres, I believe, owned by the Federal Government in 
one capacity or another and only used to a somewhat limited extent 
for military purposes. 

Under this legislation, as Mr. Crafts has explained, the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of Agriculture would be authorized to 
exchange lands. If that exchange were made, it would open up 
some 30,000 acres or so of particularly beautiful parts of California 
for recreational purposes. 

As you gentlemen can well understand, Mr. Matthews touched on 
this subject, it is a little hard for people in an area to be reconciled 
to having thousands and thousands of acres taken off the public tax 
roll, and yet not utilized. This situation would authorize the opening 
up of a large tract of land to the public, as it should be, in accordance 
with our whole program of utilizing our wilderness areas. 

So I most strongly urge that this legislation be acted upon favorably. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Teacue. Thank you for your courtesy, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Martruews. We are glad to have had you here. 
Mr. Grant. Mr. Matthews? 


STATEMENT OF HON. D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, A REPRESEN- 
TATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
testify on behalf of my bill, H. R. 7537, and I hope as a result of the 
hearings on this bill, and other legislation, providing for better recrea- 
tional opportunities in our national forests, we can report a bill that 
will help to solve this problem. 

As you know, the problem of adequate funds for recreational facili- 
ties in our national forests has been a problem which has been before 
the Congress for many years, and for which as yet no satisfactory 
solution has been found. The problem becomes more serious with the 
passing of each year. 

In a recent statement, the chairman of our subcommittee, Mr. Grant, 
stated: 

The Forest Service estimates that there will be 50 million visitors to the national 
forests this year, compared with 30 million 5 years ago, and a prewar level of 
approximately 18 million per year. 

Our citizens who go to the national-forest areas for recreational 
purposes will find in the main facilities which have been constructed 
during the late 1930’s, largely by CCC workers, and designed to care 
for only a small part of the great number of people who are now visiting 
our national forests. 

With other members of our subcommittee, I made a trip this past 
summer to some of our great national forests in the Far West. We 
visited in the States of Colorado, Utah, Idaho, Oregon, Washington, 
and California. 

I, of course, am familiar with other national forests, especially those 
in Florida, including the Osceola National Forest in my own Eighth 
District of Florida. Without an exception, I found the Forest Serv- 
ice valiantly trying to take care of the recreation demands, but faced 
with the facilities that were hopelessly inadequate and deteriorated to 
a point beyond repair in many areas. 
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As an example, in the Osceola National Forest in my district, on the 
shores of a beautiful lake called Ocean Pond, for many years there was 
a recreation building available for the public. However, the building 
was in such a deteriorated state that it had to be demolished. Many 
hundreds of people in my particular district had enjoyed the facilities 
offered by this building, and many times they have asked me if some- 
thing could not be done to provide some facilities. 

I want to thank the Forest Service for attempting a cooperative 
project, so far not completed, between the Board of County Com- 
missioners of Baker County, which is near the recreational area, and 
the Forest Service. 

In many areas of our country I know these cooperative plans have 
been successful and have resulted in expanded recreational oppor- 
tunities. 

The tragic fact is, however, Mr. Chairman, that we can no longer 
rely on a hit-or-miss proposition. We simply must have an overall 
policy and program centrally directed ‘by the Forest Service and 
adequately financed so as to provide reasonable facilities for the many 
millions of people who enjoy our national forests each year. 

It should be emphasized that our problem is not merely one of con- 
venience, and the pleasure of the persons using the national forests 
for recreation, but larger problems are the protection of the forests, 
the wildlife, and essential water supplies from damage, dissipation, or 
pollution by those who are rightfully or lawfully using the forests for 
recreational purposes. 

One of these days we are going to wake up in America to find that 
many areas of our forests cannot be used because of sanitation prob- 
lems. 

Let us keep in mind, too, that we are not only thinking about sani- 
tation from the standpoint of those who enjoy the forests, but we are 
also thinking about the health of many millions of Americans who have 
to use the water from our forests for their water supply, and they 
must be protected. 

The problems of fire, the maintenance of wildlife population, and 
many other similar problems demand, for their solution, carefully 
planned recreational areas in our national forests with proper super- 
vision and with adequate facilities. 

Long before I came to Congress, many Members clearly recognized 
this problem, and over the past 7 or 8 years there has been a constant 
effort to work out a solution as to how funds might be adequately 
provided to meet the needs. 

Let me state in all fairness that the Appropriations Committees and 
the Congress have not been ungenerous in this respect. But with so 
many demands upon the financial resources of the Nation, and with 
so many items vital to the security and welfare of the Nation requiring 
tremendous appropriations, it is only natural that the appropriations 
for the purpose of providing adequate facilities for recreational users 
of the national forests have never been sufficient to do the job. 

Beginning several Congresses ago, bills designed to provide these 
funds and solve this perplexing problem were introduced in Congress. 
At first these bills took the simple form of providing that a certain 
percentage of all the receipts of the national forests should be set aside 
into a special fund to be used for the development, maintenance, and 
operation of recreational facilities within the national forests. This 
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was a simple and effective plan, and there was precedent for it in laws, 
providing for the setting aside of a part of the Forest Service receipts 
for other special purposes. 

For example, we know that Congress has provided that an amount 
equal to 25 percent of the gross receipts from the national forests be 
paid each year by the United States Treasury to the States for dis- 
tribution to counties containing national-forest lands. 

In addition to these direct cash payments to the States, Congress 
has provided that 10 percent of the national-forest receipts be made 
available each year for expenditures on forest roads and trails in the 
States of origin. Many persons have objected to this approach in 
principle, however,: believing that the policy of establishing special 
funds which can be spent without further approval of Congress, and 
of establishing permanent appropriations, is not the best governmental 
procedure. 

Most of the major conservation groups and organizations in the 
country alined themselves solidly behind this approach, and I, my- 
self, during the Ist session of the 84th Congress, introduced H. R. 
4994, which follows this approach. 

By the terms of this bill, there is set an amount equivalent to 10 
percent of the moneys received from the national forests for each fiscal 
year, but not to exceed $5,500,000 in any year, which is to be set apart 
in the Treasury as a special fund and would be spent under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe for the develop- 
ment, maintenance, and operation within the national forests for 
facilities and areas for recreational use; to improve and maintain wild- 
life habitat on the national forests, and to provide for adequate safety, 
sanitation, and health in connection with uses of the national forests. 

Several of my colleagues have introduced similar bills, and I am 
indebted to our colleague, Mr. Baker, of Tennessee, for giving me in- 
formation about this particular approach to the problem. 

These bills have never been approved by Congress, and for several 
years now there has been a virtual stalemate as it has been so far im- 
possible to secure favorable action on this type of legislation. 

I want to make it clear, however, that I still look with favor on 
this type of legislation, if we can get favorable action and I want to 
emphasize again that my bill, H. R. 4994, represents that kind of ap- 
proach to this great problem. 

As an alternative to this type of approach, there were introduced 
in the 82d Congress bills which would have established some kind of 
fee system whereby the users of the national forest for recreational 
purposes would have paid a small fee, and by their aggregate contribu- 
tions have provided the funds for maintaining additional facilities. 

These bills, too, encountered the valid objection that they gave the 
Forest Service what amounted to a taxing power, and turned over 
to it funds for expenditure without the necessity of presenting a budget 
to the Congress and receiving approval of their plans. 

These bills were also objected to by certain groups, who have said 
that they were opposed to having to pay anything, no matter how 
small, for the use of facilities in the national forests. 

Since then, intermittent conferences have gone on almost constantly 
between the staff of the Committee on Agriculture, and the various 
groups, agencies, and individuals interested in this problem. 

A number of compromise bills were developed seeking to resolve 
the differences in viewpoint which heretofore have prevented effective 
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legislative action. Limitations have been put on the amount of 
money which could be accumulated in this special fund, requirements 
have been included that the Forest Service should have to seek an 
appropriation each year, even though the money were coming from 
a special fund, and other licensing provisions and campfire-permit 
provisions have been advanced. 

The bill which I am now discussing, H. R. 7537, is not by any 
means an entirely new approach to the subject but is, rather, I 
believe, a refinement and development of the many proposals which 
have heretofore been made. 

The bill will authorize and direct the Secretary of Agriculture to 
on a fee for the use of recreational facilities in the national 
orests. 

It requires the Secretary to set the fee annually at a level which he 
estimates will reimburse the Treasury for appropriations made for 
the development, maintenance, and operation of these recreational 
facilities. The money will not go into a special fund; it will be 
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts, along with other 
Government income. 

The Forest Service will not have any fund available for expenditure 
without accounting to Congress. On the contrary, the Forest Service 
will seek and obtain its appropriations for recreational facilities in the 
usual budgetary manner, but the Committee on Appropriations and 
the Congress will have the assurance when the appropriation is made 
that there will be no actual cost to the taxpayer and that every dollar 
appropriated for this purpose will be reimbursed to the Treasury 
ey the special license fee established and collected by the Forest 

ervice. 

I have confidence enough in our Committee on Appropriations to 
believe that they will recommend, and the Congress will approve, an 
amount for recreational facilities in our national forests equivalent to 
the amount each year which is collected by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture through the special fees. 

I know that there will be those who will protest against the imposi- 
tion of any fee or license for the use of what is regarded as general 

ublic property. I will not be impressed by these objections, 
owever. 

It is not intended that there shall be a fee imposed for access to the 
national forests, but only for the use of certain facilities which are 
provided therein for campers and others using the forests for recrea- 
tional purposes. 

To my way of thinking, there is no more democratic way of doing 
business than to provide that those who use and enjoy special bene- 
fits and facilities should pay the major part of the cost of those facili- 
ties. 


I can see no reason why the taxpayer in Maine or New York City 
or Miami who may never have any opportunity of going into the 
national forests should bear any part of the cost of providing special 
facilities for me, and others like me, who do want to go into the forest 
and engage in fishing, hunting, and other recreational activities. On 
the contrary, it seems aan plain to me that those of us who want to 


use these facilities shou 
ment and maintenance. 

I think that every American who enjoys and loves the forests 
enough to want to get out into them will be proud and happy to have 


d be willing to bear the cost of their develop- 
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an opportunity to pay the small fee which will be assessed, and know 
that he is doing his part to provide the facilities that he uses, and to 
protect the forests and the watersheds against unnecessary damage. 

Nor am I impressed by the protests that I assume will come from 
some sportsmen that here is another fee being added to the backs of 
the fishermen or the hunter. 

I have bought enough trout flies and bass plugs and shotgun shells 
in my life to know that the 50 cents or dollar fee per year that a sports- 
man may be asked to pay to maintain national forests recreational 
facilities is going to comprise such a small part of his recreational 
budget that he will have forgotten about it by the time he makes the 
next trip to the sporting goods store. 

I have not discussed my bill in detail with the Forest Service, so I 
certainly do not pretend to commit that fine organization as to how it 
will administer the bill in case it should become law. As I see it, 
however, the licenses required by the bill would be in most cases a 
windshield sticker that could be affixed to the automobiles of those 
using the forest facilities. 

The price of the license would depend, of course, upon the amount of 
the appropriation and the estimated number of persons using the 
facilities. My best rough estimate at the present time is that when the 
program got into full operation, the fee would be somewhere between 
50 cents and $1 per automobile. 

What a small amount to ask our people to contribute to such a great 
project. If only 5 million of the people who use the national forests 
this year would pay $1 apiece, we would have an amount of $5 million 
and it is a pleasing picture to project into the future about what could 
be done in our national forests if we had $5 million a year extra to use 
for recreational facilities. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize that it is not my intention 
that a fee should be charged those people who, en route from one place 
to another, merely pale thkGugh the national forests, even though they 
should stop along the road for a picnic or other casual use of the forest. 

It is intended that the license and the fee should apply to those who 
use special facilities, such as a camping site to camp out at night in the 
forest, or to those who fish or who go there for skiing or hunting, or 
similar recreational activities that require more than an ordinary 
amount of supervision and maintenance. 

It might be desirable that the criterion as to when a license is 
required might be determined on the basis of whether or not the 
person was staying overnight within the forest. 

In the report of the Chief of the Forest Service in 1953, the last 
published report up to the time of this hearing,\{we read this state- 
ment: 

The policy of making a moderate charge for the use of the camping, picnicking 
and swimming facilities was continued at some 45 of the larger, better improved 
camp and picnic areas. 

In other words, we have a precedent for this idea of making a 
modest charge for the use of special facilities. 

On my trip throughout the Far West this past summer, I talked 
informally to members of the Forest Service, and I want to express 
the high estimate that T have of these splendid people. Their morale 
was excellent, and I found that they were doing a magnificent job. 
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Many of them expressed concern to me about my bill because they 
were worried about the amount of work it would require of the Forest 
Service, and they were fearful they would not be able to supervise 
properly the recreational areas. However, it should be pointed out 
that if we had more money for recreational facilities, there would be 
more money available for personnel to give proper supervision. 

I want to emphasize also that my plan is elastic and there is no 
rigidity in the formula, so techniques could be formulated in line with 
the thinking of the Forest Service to insure the best possible course 
of action for the benefit of our people. 

I want to say very frankly also that in several areas in the West 
there were chambers of commerce and groups of sportsmen who lived- 
close to the national forests who did not like the idea of charging any- 
body a fee for using these special facilities. 

To these fine Americans I replied that it was difficult tor me to see 
why they who had the forests so close by could possibly object to a 
small fee of $1 a year, and that I thought the money that would come 
to the forests for increased recreational facilities would actually bring 
many more visitors to their communities from other parts of the 
country, and would result in increased prosperity. These visitors 
would buy more fishing equipment and other paraphernalia that would 
be used in the improved recreational areas. ; 

Mr. Chairman, I believe if we could get the kind of a national- 
information program behind a fee system for the use of our forests, 
such as the great program of Smokey the Bear to eliminate forest 
fires, that we could well instill in the Seats of our people a desire to 
buy these stickers to prove their interest in our great national forests. 

As I visualize it, the license stickers would be on sale very generally 
in sporting goods stores, general stores, courthouses, and other public 
agencies, in similar convenient locations within reach of all the na- 
tional-forest areas. Special provision should be made in the Secre- 
tary’s rules and regulations for parties which travel by bus, or in some 
manner other than by private automobile. 

There is no intention in this bill to turn forest rangers into police- 
men, and in my opinion, the policing job would be very slight. I 
cannot conceive of any redblooded American who likes to use and 
enjoy our national forests objecting to paying a very nominal fee, so 
small that it wouldn’t even cover the cost of one motion-picture show 
here in metropolitan Washington, for the purpose of developing and 
maintaining the facilities he enjoys. 

Personally, I would be glad to have the privilege of buying such a 
license each year, even if coon not fortunate enough to get to make 
use of it, and I want to repeat again that I believe, with the proper 
public-relations program back of this idea, that those who buy the 
stickers or the license would be proud to have the opportunity. 

Thank you very much for this privilege of presenting these thoughts 
before you and your subcommittee. 

Mr. GRANT. Thank you very much, Mr. Matthews. 


(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 

(The following communication was submitted to the subcommittee 
for inclusion in the record :) 
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CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, 
Washington, D. C., July 10, 1956, 
Hon. Harowp D. Cootey, 
Chairman, House Committee on Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: It has come to my attention that the Senate, on 
June 19, 1956, approved 8. 2572, a bill to authorize the interchange of lands 
between the Department of Agriculture and military departments of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, and for other purposes, and that this bill is set for early final 
disposition by your committee. 

I am somewhat concerned about the provisions of S. 2572 for several reasons 
and urge that in your disposition of the bill you consider the reasons for that con- 
cern as set out following. 

The bill would permit the Department of Defense and the Department of Agri- 
culture to interchange land holdings to their mutual benefit. It is my under- 
standing that the interchange will make possible more efficient management of 
national-forest holdings by Agriculture, and at the same time permit the Depart- 
ment of Defense to carry out in a more orderly manner its mission. Needless to 
say, all Members of Congress are desirous of accomplishing these ends. 

Section 2 of the bill provides that national-forest lands transferred to the 
Military Establishment would become subject to the laws relating to lands within 
the project affected. It further provides that any military lands transferred to 
national forest status would be subject to the laws applicable to lands acquired 
under the Weeks Act of March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. 961), as amended. 

During the past 6 months the committee, which I serve as chairman, has con- 
ducted detailed and intensive hearings into the policies and procedures affecting 
the utilization of the public lands of the United States. As a result of the facts 
established during the first 4 months of those hearings, I introduced H. R. 10371, 
a bill to provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than 5,000 acres of 
public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective 
until approved by act of Congress. Twelve other bills having the same general 
purpose were introduced by other Members. This proposed legislation is aimed 
at returning to the Congress, and more particularly to the committees of Congress 
having direct legislative responsibility for the public domain of the United 
States, the authority vested exclusively in the Congress under the Property 
Clause of the Constitution, ‘“‘* * * to dispose of and make all needful rules and 
repeater respecting the territory or elke! property belonging to the United 

tates; * * *,” 

As your committee is aware, under rule XI of the House of Representatives, 
proposed legislation dealing with ‘forestry in general, and forest reserves other 
than those created from the public domain” is the responsibility of the Committee 
on Agriculture; by the terms of the same rule, legislation involving ‘forest re- 
serves * * * created from the public domain’”’ is the responsibility of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

I interpret 8. 2572, as it passed the Senate, to apply not only to acquired military 
lands and acquired national-forest lands but to apply as well to lands included 
within ‘‘forest reserves created from the public domain’’ as well as military lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain. I assume, therefore, that the 
intent of the bill is to limit the authority to the interchange of acquired lands, and, 
of course, there would seem to be no objection insofar as the status of public do- 
main lands is involved. The language of the bill suggests that this may be the 
objective, particularly in view of the reference to the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

However, if public domain lands would be involved in light of the record my 
committee has made during the past 6 months, I must object to the provisions 
of the bill since 8. 2572, in its present form, would effect changing the status of 
public-domain lands in a transfer to acquired land status. This would take such 
lands out of the jurisdiction of the public-land mining and mineral-leasing laws 
as well as other public-land laws at a time when the demands for maximum 
multiple use of the resources of the public domain are at an unprecedented peak. 
If and when such lands became excess to the using agency, they would become 
subject to the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act rather than to 
disposition under the public-land laws. 

I do not believe that it is desirable to complicate the administration of the 
public domain by introducing a system whereby public-land laws can be changed 
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to acquired land status by administrative means in the absence of very compelling 
reasons for such a major change in the public-land policy of the United States. 
I do not understand that such compelling reasons presently exist. 

Further—and this point is of very real concern to me, and I am sure to a vast 
majority of Members whose States contain military reservations and national- 
forest lands created from the public domain—it appears that 8S. 2572 would permit 
the Department of Defense to do indirectly what H. R. 10371 would prohibit the 
Defense Department doing directly, viz, acquiring additional lands for defense 
purposes without requiring an act of Congress where such lands exceed 5,000 acres 
in area, and without affording local interests, the Department of the Interior, and 
the Interior Committees of the House and Senate to weigh the impact of such 
acquisition on multiple-resource conservation, development, and utilization. In 
addition to the fact that Forest Service uses and Defense uses in many instances 
represent very substantial limited-purpose-use lands presently in public-domain 
status, would, by such a device, when declared excess to the needs of the holding 
agency, be disposed of under the 1949 act and would be lost forever to public use 
under the public-land laws. 

I trust that you will recognize the very real concern which I share with a number 
of my western colleagues with respect to this proposed legislation. If my assump- 
tion is correct that it is intended the bill involve only acquired lands, then I would 
suggest that it may be clarified by an amendment to make it clear that the bill 
would only pertain to acquired lands. This can be accomplished by inserting 
the word “acquired’’ preceding the word “‘national’’ in line 3, page 1 of the bill, 
and by inserting the word “acquired’’ preceding the word “‘lands’”’ in line 5. 

I would appreciate your committee considering the foregoing when you meet 
to dispose of 8. 2572, now pending in your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
Cuark ENGLE, Chairman. 


x 





